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Introduction
 For the past two decades, instructors in 
language classrooms have started to use various 
assessments in classrooms, such as assessment 
by learners and also by their peers ?Brown 
and Hudson, 1998?. Various studies have been 
conducted on self-assessment and they indicated 
that self-assessment is reliable, but assessments 
by peers have not been studied much ?Saito, 
2000?. Moreover, although self-, instructor-, and 
peer-assessment have been widely researched in 
the fields of psychology and education, language 
proficiency was not considered in these studies: the 
language proficiency of learners is likely to affect 
self- or peer assessment in English as a foreign 
or second language ?EFL/ESL? classrooms. The 
present study focuses on peer- and instructor 
assessment and three different groups of learners 
with different English proficiency. 
Assessment in psychology and education
 Many studies on peer assessment have been 
conducted in the field of psychology. Those studies 
have focused mainly on organizations and working 
places and investigated evaluations of performance 
done by supervisors, peers and self. These 
studies indicate that assessments by supervisors, 
peers, and self are all valuable in those places 
to assess performances ?Murphy & Cleveland, 
1995?. Studies comparing these three types 
of assessments show that ratings of peers and 
supervisors correlate the most, while correlations 
between self and supervisor, and self and peer are 
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Abstract
 Alternative assessment, such as peer- or self-assessment, has been a focus in applied linguistics. However, only a small 
number of studies have been conducted on peer assessment, especially on oral tasks. Therefore, this study focuses on peer 
assessment of presentations in Japanese university English classrooms. Although language proficiency is a crucial factor that 
affects assessment in English as a foreign language ?EFL? classrooms, the previous studies have not given enough consider-
ation to the proficiency of learners. This study analyzes three groups of students with different proficiency levels and examines 
whether students with higher proficiency assess fellow students in the same way as an instructor does.
 Eighty-nine students participated in this study. They were divided into three groups, Lower and Upper Intermediate, 
and Advanced, based mainly on their TOEFL scores. Students were required to give a presentation, which was evaluated by 
the instructor and three of their peers. The evaluation form had either 6 or 8 Likert-type items for evaluating factors including 
posture, eye contact, visuals, and content and organization, as well as space for writing comments. 
 The results indicated that the ratings of Upper Intermediate students correlate most closely with the instructor?s rat-
ings, Lower Intermediate the next and Advanced the least. Further, both Lower Intermediate and Advanced gave higher scores 
than the instructor. One possible explanation is that Lower Intermediate students had difficulty assessing and gave higher 
grades, while Advanced were confident in their English and respected their peers without differentiating among them. The 
comments they wrote showed that eye contact and gestures were the common items that every group evaluated in ways most 
closely correlated with the instructor?s ratings. The comments also revealed that Advanced differentiated among their fellow 
students using comments, but not with the scaled ratings. Further, Lower and Upper Intermediate relied more on visuals while 
assessing while Advanced did not. Thus, this study indicates students with different proficiencies evaluate their peers differ-
ently and instructors should consider that when they make evaluation forms.
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weaker ?Harris & Schaubroeck, 1988; Saito, 2000?. 
 Studies have been also conducted on peer 
assessment in the field of education. The studies 
have been conducted in a range of classrooms, 
including geography, biology and psychology 
courses, and most have found that peer ratings 
and teacher ratings are positively correlated 
significantly. Most of these studies evaluated 
performance in general for the courses and found 
that positive correlations between teacher and peer 
assessments range from medium to high ?Haaga, 
1993; Stefani, 1994?.
Peer review and Assessment in second language/ 
foreign language education
 In the field of applied linguistics, especially in 
the areas of English as a foreign language ?EFL? 
and English as a second language ?ESL?, peer- 
and instructor-reviews have been more often 
employed than peer- and instructor-assessment 
in classrooms. A number of studies have been 
conducted on peer review and peer revision in 
writing courses over the last two decades ?Fujita, 
2001; Rollinson, 2005; Hansen & Liu, 2005?. Those 
studies investigated how students use comments 
from their peers in revising their writing. 
 Various studies in the 1980s focused on 
the advantages of peer review in L1 ?the first 
language? and expected similar advantages could 
be found in L2 ?the second language? as well ?e.g., 
Davies & Omeberg, 1987; Zamel, 1987?. Chaudron 
?1984? insisted that learners could develop a 
sense of a wider audience through peer review and 
enhance their writing both in L1 and L2. 
 H o w e v e r,  i n  t h e  1 9 9 0 s ,  s t u d i e s  o n 
peer review were focused more on possible 
disadvantages. Those studies pointed out that 
there were differences between L1 and L2, and 
claimed that a lack of language proficiency in L2 
affects peer review. Learners cannot review their 
peers? writings appropriately because of their 
low proficiency, which leads them not to trust 
their peers? reviews ?Nelson & Carson, 1998?. 
Also learners often focus on finding mechanical 
mistakes in their peers? writing and cannot 
concentrate on evaluating organization or content 
of the writing ?Seguputa, 1998?. Further, learners? 
cultural backgrounds affect how they perceive peer 
feedback. Nelson and Carson ?1998? and Segupta 
?1998?, for example, pointed out that Chinese 
students had a strong preference for teacher 
feedback. Nelson and Carson claims that the power 
distance between teachers and students leads 
learners to have a specific preference. Fujita ?2002? 
found that Japanese students also prefer teachers? 
feedback.
 Since studies have shown both positive and 
negative evaluations of peer review, researchers 
have suggested using both peer and teacher 
feedback in the classroom ?Saito & Fujita, 2000; 
Muncie, 2000?. They pointed out that having 
multiple types of feedback from their peers 
would help learners to have wider viewpoints. 
Nevertheless, many of these studies only focus 
on peer review, and do not include peer ratings or 
instructor ratings.
 Very few studies that include peer and 
instructor assessment have focused on oral 
activities in classrooms ?Cheng & Warren, 
1997; Saito, 2000; Saito & Fujita, 2000; Saito 
2003?. Saito ?2000? and Saito & Fujita ?2000? 
examined relationships among peer-, instructor 
and self-ratings of group presentations. The 
studies compared ratings for writing and group 
presentations and concluded that peer-instructor 
correlation was high while peer-self and self-
instructor were lower for both writing and group 
presentations. Fujita ?2001? examined peer-, 
instructor-, and self-assessments of speeches and 
found that the correlations between instructor and 
peer ratings were high, while those between self- 
and instructor-ratings and peer-self were medium. 
She also reported that receiving feedback from 
their peers improved students? speeches and that 
the students had positive attitudes toward peer 
assessment. Nakamura ?2002? also investigated 
the reliability of peer assessment in classrooms 
and concluded that peer assessment motivated 
students to improve their presentations. Saito 
?2003? examined the reliability of the assessment 
and reported that peer assessment helps students 
to improve their presentations, but that rater 
training did not make any significant difference to 
peer ratings.
 Most of these previous studies simply 
compared peer-, instructor and self assessment 
or examined the reliability of assessments. Many 
instructors in EFL/ESL classrooms hesitate to 
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employ peer assessment because they believe 
student ratings are not reliable ?Saito, 2003?. 
One possible cause of unreliable assessment is 
lack of language proficiency; however, none of the 
previous studies clearly mentioned the proficiency 
level of the students. Since language proficiency 
affects peer assessment, as Nelson and Carson 
?1998? pointed out, it is important to conduct a 
study on peer assessment with groups of students 
with different English proficiency. Therefore, three 
groups of students of different English proficiency 
were chosen in this study. The three groups, 
Lower Intermediate, Upper Intermediate and 
Advanced, were examined through presentations to 
see how their assessments correlated with those 
of the instructor and also whether they assessed 
differently depending on their proficiency. Since 
students with higher proficiency can gather more 
detailed information using their listening skills 
and vocabulary, the research question was thus 
formulated:
  Do assessments of students correlate 
more closely and positively with those of 
the instructor as their English proficiency 
increase ?
Method
Participants
 Eighty-nine students at two large private 
universities in Tokyo participated in this study. The 
students were divided into three groups, Lower 
Intermediate, Upper Intermediate, and Advanced 
based on their TOEFL scores or scores on other 
tests, such as TOEIC and STEP ?EIKEN?, as 
follows.
??Advanced group
 Thirty-four students were enrolled in two 
advanced English classes in the Spring semester of 
2006 at one of the universities. These classes were 
not compulsory; a majority of the students had 
taken the TOEFL. They were either first or second 
year students, and their majors varied. A majority 
of the students in these classes had TOEFL scores 
that were higher than 550, and these students 
were included in the Advanced group. Those 
who had not taken TOEFL or who did not hand 
in all evaluation sheets for a presentation were 
eliminated from this study. The total number of 
students in the Advanced group was 28. 
??Upper Intermediate group
 Sixteen students registered for Upper 
Intermediate English class in the Spring semester 
of 2006 at the same university as above. The class 
was not compulsory and the students were either 
first or second year students. Their majors varied. 
Those who had TOEFL scores of 480 to 550 and 
submitted all evaluation sheets for a presentation 
were included in the Upper Intermediate group. 
The total number of students in the Upper 
Intermediate group was 11.
??Lower Intermediate group
 Thirty-nine students were enrolled in a 
compulsory English class in the fall semester 
of 2005 at the other university. The majority 
were second year students and their major was 
Environmental Studies. None of them had taken 
the TOEFL, but some of them had taken either 
TOEIC or STEP ?EIKEN?. The score for TOEIC 
varied from 450 to 600 ?5 students?, and Grade 3 
?14 students? to Pre-Grade 2 ?5 students? with 
STEP. Those who had Grade 3 of STEP had taken 
the test when they were either in junior high 
school or senior high school and had never taken 
a test for an upper grade. According to STEP 
??Correlation with TOEFL??, Grade 3 is roughly 
the same as a TOEIC score of 340, and Pre-Grade 
2 to a TOEIC score of 450. The rest of the students 
in class had not taken either TOEIC or STEP, but 
the instructor observed their performance in class 
and rated their proficiency either as the same as 
those who had Grade 3 of STEP or little higher. 
Those who were taking the class again as repeaters 
or who had barely passed the class ?mainly 
because of attendance problems? that semester 
were eliminated. The total number of students in 
the Lower Intermediate group was 31.
Procedure
 Students in  the Lower Intermediate, 
Upper Intermediate and Advanced classes were 
required to give a 5- to10- minute presentation 
at the end of the semester. Students were asked 
to choose their own topic and conduct research 
using a questionnaire. During the presentation, 
they presented an analysis they had made of the 
results of the questionnaire. They were asked to 
use some type of visuals to help their peers to 
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understand their presentations easily. About half 
of them used hand-drawn graphs, illustrations or 
pictures from magazines as visuals, and the rest 
used the PowerPoint to present graphs or pictures. 
While they were presenting, three of their peers 
were evaluating their presentation along with the 
instructor.
 Before the students conducted the small 
research project, they studied the organization of a 
presentation and were asked to follow a structure 
which included an introduction, a body and a 
conclusion. For the Lower Intermediate class, 
the instructor briefly checked the scripts that 
students prepared prior to their presentations. She 
checked sentences students wrote make sense and 
tried to leave the original sentences as they were 
with minimum number of corrections. After they 
learned about the organization of a presentation, 
they learned about basic presentation skills 
using supplemental materials in two 90-minute 
classes; these skills included the use of posture, 
eye contact, gestures, and volume of their voice 
?see details in Harrington & LeBeau, 1996?. 
Before the presentations, the instructor briefly 
explained the items on the evaluation forms. The 
items were skills the students had studied using 
the supplemental materials. The instructor did 
not spend much time on peer training since the 
reliability of peer training is still not clear. 
Materials
 Two evaluations forms were used for this 
study. The evaluation form for Advanced and 
Upper Intermediate had 8 items ?see Appendix? 
and the one for Lower Intermediate had 6. Since 
the instructor had checked the scripts of the 
presentations for Lower Intermediate group, the 
instructor eliminated the two items on organization 
and analysis of the data from the calculations for 
this group. 
 The 8 items are as follows; ?1? posture, 
?2? volume of the voice, ?3? gesture, ?4? eye 
contact, ?5? visuals, ?6? clear explanation, ?7? 
organization, and ?8? analysis of data. Each item 
was to be rated on a four-point Likert-type scale 
including ?very good,? ?good,? ?ok,? and ?not 
very good.? One third of the form was provided as 
a space for comments. Students in Advanced and 
Upper Intermediate wrote comments in English 
and ones in Lower Intermediate wrote them either 
in English or Japanese.
Analysis
 Microsof t  Excel  ?2000? was used for 
analyzing the data. Rater severity and descriptive 
statistics of each rater groups were calculated. 
Then, regression analysis was conducted between 
peer rating and instructor rating and also between 
peer rating and instructor rating for each item.  
Results
 To analyze differences of rating severity 
between the instructor and peers, the mean 
score, maximum and minimum score and standard 
deviations were calculated between those two 
groups as Table 1 shows. 
The mean score, maximum and minimum score 
of the instructor and peers do not show a large 
difference. For instance, the difference between 
the two mean scores ?p-i? is just 0.19. However, 
the standard deviation of instructor ?SD= .44? is 
larger than that of peers? SD= .30? and the ratio 
of the two standard deviations ?p/i? is 0.68.
 Table 2 shows the mean score, maximum and 
minimum score of three different groups of peer 
and instructor.
The mean score and minimum score for the 
Advanced group and the instructor do not show a 
large difference. However, the standard deviation 
and minimum score are di f ferent between 
those two groups ?SD: Instructor .30, peer .17; 
Minimum: Instructor 2.85, peer 3.32?. Between 
the Upper Intermediate group and the instructor, 
there is no large difference for either mean score, 
maximum, minimum score, or standard deviation. 
Between the Lower Intermediate group and the 
instructor, the maximum and minimum score are 
very similar; however, the mean score and standard 
deviation show differences ?Mean: Instructor 3.09, 
Table 1　Descriptive statistics of total assessment
instructor
?i?
peer
?p?
bias
total
mean 3.31 3.50 p-i =0.19
standard deviation 0.44 0.30 p/i =0.68
max 4.00 3.95
min 2.5 2.58
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peer 3.37; SD: Instructor .42, peer .28?.
 As a further analysis, how ratings of peers 
are correlated with those of the instructor 
was investigated. The regression analysis was 
conducted by estimating the following equation, as 
was in Patri ?2002?.
 ??Y= bX + a,
where Y is ratings of peers; X is ratings of 
instructor; and b shows how much the ratings of 
peers increase as the instructor raises her rating 
by 1. Table 3 and Figure 1 present the estimates of 
b and a for all the peers and also for peers in each 
group, Lower Intermediate, Upper Intermediate 
and Advanced. The figures in the parentheses 
are the t-statistics to see whether the estimated 
b is significantly different from zero. ** and *** 
indicate that the estimates are different from zero 
at the 5? and 1? significance, respectively.
 As Table 3 shows the estimate of b for 
the Lower Intermediate is .39; that for Upper 
Intermediate is .66; and that for Advanced is .27. 
The fact that b for Upper Intermediate is the 
highest among the three groups shows that ratings 
of the Upper Intermediate group are the closest to 
that of the instructor. 
 The validity of the regression results shown 
above depends on whether the regression residual 
is normally distributed. To see whether this 
condition is satisfied, the Jarque-Bera test was 
conducted as Table 4 shows. 
 The result of the Jarque-Bera test shows that 
regression residuals for the total and also for each 
level are normally distributed, which indicates the 
condition for employing regression analysis with 
this data was satisfied.
 Also each item on the evaluation forms 
was investigated to see how ratings of peers are 
correlated with those of the instructor. Table 5 
indicates b for the 8 items.
 Comments that peers made were categorized 
into three,  physical  features,  content and 
organization, and visuals. Table 6 shows positive 
and negative comments peers gave for each 
features. An example of positive comments on 
Physical features is ?I can see you have tried to 
Table 2　Descriptive statistics for each group
instructor
?i?
peer
?p?
bias
lower
mean 3.10 3.37 p-i =0.27
standard deviation 0.42 0.28 p/i =0.67
max 3.83 3.87
min 2.50 2.58
upper
mean 3.36 3.44 p-i =0.08
standard deviation 0.53 0.41 p/i =0.78
max 4.00 3.90
min 2.5 2.68
advanced
mean 3.52 3.66 p-i =0.14
standard deviation 0.30 0.17 p/i =0.57
max 4.00 3.95
min 2.88 3.31
Table 3　Estimation results of regression analysis
b a R2
total 0.48*** 1.92*** 0.49
?8.070? ?9.714?
lower 0.39*** 2.17*** 0.34
?3.837? ?6.835?
upper 0.66*** 1.22** 0.72
?4.767? ?2.602?
advanced 0.27*** 2.72** 0.22
?2.709? ?7.778?
Note: **p< .05; ***p< .01
Figure 1　Estimation results of regression analysis
Table 4　Normality test for regression residuals
Total lower upper advanced
Jarque-Bera 1.578 1.383 3.869 1.208
Probability 0.454 0.500 0.145 0.547
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use a lot of eye contact and gestures.? A negative 
example on Visuals is ?It would have been better 
if you had more visuals that make us understand 
easier.? Table 7 shows more detailed information 
on comments.
Discussion
Correlation between peer- and instructor ratings
 When looking at mean, maximum and 
minimum rating scores, there was no large 
difference between the peers and the instructor. 
However, the standard deviation of the instructor?
s scores is much larger than that of the peers. This 
indicates that the instructor rates the presentations 
with a wide range, while students rate their 
peers with a much narrower range. This could be 
considered the type of rater bias known as range 
restriction ?Murphy & Cleveland, 1995?, in which 
peer raters try not to differentiate their peers.
 However, looking at the Lower and Upper 
Intermediate and Advanced groups, the difference 
in mean scores between the instructor and peers 
are the largest for the Lower Intermediate and the 
smallest for Upper Intermediate. This implies that 
Upper Intermediate students were the most severe 
raters and their ratings are very similar to that of 
the instructor, while Lower Intermediate students 
were the least severe to their peers, giving higher 
scores to their peers than the instructor did. This 
is not consistent with what Heilenmann ?1990?, 
Stefani ?1994? and Kwan and Leung ?1996? and 
Table 5　 Estimation results of b for each item 
and group
b lower upper advanced
posture 0.04 0.37* ?0.15
?0.450? ?1.851? ??0.787?
volume 0.45*** 0.07 0.16
?2.904? ?0.405? ?0.794?
eye contact 0.20* 0.46** 0.42***
?1.750? ?3.232? ?4.017?
gestures 0.29*** 0.46** 0.23**
?2.535? ?2.906? ?2.367?
visuals 0.40*** 0.81*** 0.12
?3.908? ?5.268? ?0.970?
explanation ?0.05 0.18 ?0.02
??0.574? ?0.703? ??0.135?
organization 0.49 0.01
?1.755? ?0.090?
analysis 0.21 ?0.07
?1.031? ??0.728?
Note: *p< .10; **p< .05; ***p< .01
Table 6　Positive and Negative comments
Physical 
features
Organization 
& others
Visuals
eye contact content visual
voice organization power point
facial expressionanalysis
gesture explanation
postureques tionaire
pronounciation topics
speed of talking
? ? ? ? ? ?
lower 48 12 16 0 22 4
upper 13 10 20 2 9 8
advanced 36 33 30 2 8 8
Note: Positive comments +, Negative comments?
Table 7　Detailed analysis of comments
Physical features
eye contact voice
facial
 expression
gesture
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
lower 2 5 13 1 0 0 4 0
upper 1 1 7 2 1 0 2 5
advanced 7 14 15 7 3 0 6 8
posture pronounciation
speed of 
talkin
? ? ? ? ? ?
lower 7 3 8 0 14 3
upper 0 1 2 0 0 1
advanced 4 1 0 0 1 3
Organization & others
content organization analysis explanation
? ? ? ? ? ? ? ?
lower 3 0 6 0 0 0 4 0
upper 3 0 5 1 4 1 3 0
advanced 0 0 5 0 5 1 15 1
questionaire topic
? ? ? ?
lower 0 0 3 0
upper 1 0 4 0
advanced 2 0 3 0
Visuals
visuals power point
? ? ? ?
lower 22 4 0 0
upper 6 6 3 2
advanced 6 7 2 1
Note: + positive comments?negative comments 
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other researchers pointed out. They claim that 
low achievers overestimate and high achievers 
underestimate, but the high achievers in this study 
did not underestimate, while the lower achievers 
overestimated. However, the Lower Intermediate 
group gave a slightly wider range of ratings than 
the Advanced group did. Advanced gave ratings in 
the smallest range of the three groups and over-
marked compared to the instructor. Pond et al. 
?1995? termed over-making by peer as ?friendship 
marking? or ?decibel marking.?  Falchikov ?1995? 
insisted that friendship marking occurs because 
it is difficult for students to criticize their peers. 
However, in this study the Upper Intermediate 
group rated very similarly to the instructor without 
over-marking, while both the Lower Intermediate 
and Advanced groups over-marked. Since the 
Lower Intermediate group over-marked to a 
greater degree than the Advanced group, it could 
be speculated that their lack of proficiency affected 
their ratings and the Lower Intermediate group 
could not differentiate their friends? presentations 
in various levels and gave rather lenient ratings. 
Some researchers have pointed out that less able 
students find self- or peer assessment difficult 
?Jafarpur, 1991; Orsmond et al., 1997; Sullivan 
and Hall, 1997?, and this may explain the difficulty 
faced by the Lower Intermediate group. 
 The further analysis, which investigated 
how ratings of peers correlated with those of the 
instructor, was conducted by calculating b. This 
result also showed that the Upper Intermediate 
students rated most like the instructor, compared 
to Lower Intermediate and Advanced. 
 Therefore, the underlying supposition or 
the research question, that students? peer ratings 
get closer to that of an instructor as their English 
proficiency gets higher, was not supported in this 
study. The Upper Intermediate students rated 
the most similarly to the instructor. However, 
both Lower Intermediate and Advanced rated less 
severely than the instructor. Students in Lower 
Intermediate, however, used a slightly wider range 
of ratings compared to Advanced, and that could 
imply that they were trying to differentiate ratings 
among their classmates. Since Advanced students 
gave higher scores in a narrower range, it could be 
that they do not try to give distinguishing grades 
to their classmates and instead give good grades 
to everyone. As the students in the Advanced 
group have TOFEL scores of 550 or higher, most 
of them are confident in their English, especially 
in their speaking ability. They know that having 
a TOEFL score of 550 or higher means their 
English proficiency is higher than the average 
Japanese students. In class, some of them even 
use very strong American or British accents to 
show their identities. That could have influenced 
on the ratings because the students consider their 
friends? English ability to be as high as theirs and 
did not evaluate their friends severely, instead of 
using ?friendship marking.? 
Items on the evaluation forms 
 A further analysis of each item in the 
evaluation forms also indicates the differences 
among the three groups. The Upper Intermediate 
group?s ratings correlated highly with those of 
the instructor on visuals, moderately on eye 
contacts and gestures, but not much on posture. 
On the other hand, Lower Intermediate showed 
high correlation with the instructor on visuals 
and volume, moderate correlation on gestures, 
and low on eye contact. However, the Advanced 
group?s ratings only correlate with the instructor?s 
moderately on eye contact and very low on 
gestures. This indicates that eye contact and 
gestures are the only items that are clear and easy 
for students to evaluate regardless of their English 
proficiency. Both Lower and Upper Intermediate 
correlated with the instructor highly on visuals, but 
the Advanced group did not. This may be because 
students in the Lower and Upper Intermediate 
groups rely more on visual information when they 
assess their peers, while those in the Advanced do 
not. It might also be that students in the Advanced 
class do not need information from visuals as much 
as those in Lower and Upper Intermediate do, and 
so they pay less attention to visuals.
 Other items in the evaluation forms did not 
correlate to a high or moderate degree. In the 
case of volume, this may be because those three 
groups had presentations in different classrooms 
and the environment had an effect on the volume. 
Posture, on the other hand, was a difficult item to 
assess because when presenters rely on scripts, it 
is difficult to differentiate posture and eye contact. 
Some of the students? comments mentioned that it 
is difficult to be in the appropriate posture without 
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good eye contact. 
Comments
 The students? comments show that both 
Advanced and Upper Intermediate students give 
positive and negative comments, while Lower 
Intermediate students give mainly positive 
comments. Since the Advanced group does not 
give wide range of evaluation scores to their peers, 
it could be concluded that they try to differentiate 
their friends by writing comments, not by the 
4-point Likert-type scale. The Lower Intermediate 
group has items which occur uniquely in their 
comments, namely pronunciation and speed of 
talking. These topics do not appear often in the 
comments of Advanced and Upper Intermediate 
students, and it can be said that students in Lower 
Intermediate focus on pronunciation and evaluate 
a native-like pronunciation more highly. Also they 
are actively trying to understand their friends? 
presentations and consider an appropriate speed 
of talking as part of evaluation. Students in the 
Advanced and Upper Intermediate groups speak 
English more smoothly and more like natives 
compared with the Lower Intermediate, and that 
may be the reason those in the Lower Intermediate 
group pay more attention to pronunciation and a 
clear voice.
 The number of comments students wrote 
on content, organization, analysis, and explanation 
increased as the proficiency got higher. This 
indicates that students paid attention to these 
categories, but the attention was not reflected in 
the ratings. Since the Advanced students are able 
to recognize some of the problems their friends 
have, and comment on these, peer training may 
be helpful for them to learn to differentiate ratings 
using a rating scale with more points or more 
specific description.  
 In conclusion,  students in the Lower 
Intermediate group concentrate more on evaluating 
and use information such as volume of voice, 
gestures, eye contact and visuals to evaluate 
their peers. This tendency tends to become more 
like the instructor?s as their English proficiency 
gets higher, as we saw that Upper Intermediate 
students performed a little more like the instructor. 
However, when their proficiency reaches as high 
as a TOEFL score of 550 or higher, they stop 
evaluating their peers as they once did and avoid 
differentiating their friends using a Likert-type 
scale. They write comments and those comments 
reflect the performance better than the Likert-
scale rating to differentiate between speakers. This 
implies that using a Likert-scale may be useful 
as an assessment tool when students? English 
proficiency is lower to upper intermediate, but 
not when it is advanced. For advanced students, 
instructors may either have to train students 
as raters or use a different style of evaluation. 
Moreover, the items on the evaluation form have to 
be carefully considered, since it is often difficult for 
lower level students to assess organization and the 
contents of presentations in English. 
Conclusion
 Since the number of students participating 
was very limited, further study is needed to 
confirm the findings of the present study. However, 
this study has shown that higher proficiency does 
not guarantee better a better correlation between 
peer and instructor assessment. This indicates 
that students with different proficiency levels need 
different evaluation forms to assess their peers. 
Therefore, a further study should examine different 
evaluation forms based on students? proficiency. 
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Appendix 
< Presentation >??????Name: ? ?
Presenter?s name: ??????
 ?very good? good?   ?ok? not good?
Good posture? 4???3???2???1
Clear, nice voice? 4???3???2???1
Good eye contact? 4???3???2???1
Good gestures? 4???3???2???1
Clear explanation? 4???3???2???1
Good visuals? 4???3???2???1
Good analysis? 4???3???2???1
Good organization? 4???3???2???1
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